INTRODUCTION
Whoever starts working on the history of the Church of the East in the fifteenth to early nineteenth century encounters considerable difficulties in gaining insight into the developments of the various patriarchal lines. Around 1700, three different patriarchal lines existed alongside each other. One of these was officially recognized by Rome, whereas the two others had some loose connection to the See of Peter but had not obtained official recognition. In the present contribution, I make an attempt to give a critical evaluation of the various lists that are available to modern scholars. In addition, I have amended these lists at a few points. The lists that were composed by Tisserant (1931: 261-3) , Fiey (1993: 21-41 Alqosh (1863 Alqosh ( -1956 ). This manuscript is in the possession of Mr. Sargoon Aboona. Coakley's work on the latter list is not published. So far, his research suggests that in general these lists are not based on independent historical sources and that in case they differ from the list in the present article, their data usually are less likely to be correct, especially since its composers tried, in different ways, to combine the two "Assyrian" patriarchal lines, that of the Abuna family (the Rabban Hormizd patriarchate) and of the successors of Sulaqa (the patriarchate of Mar Yaqub Khbhisha, Khosrowa, and Qodshanis), into one smooth succession. In a few instances, however, when no sound historical data support either of the lists, the dates or names in the traditional lists may be as good a guess as any other. In those cases I will make a reference to these lists. 5 [3] Before turning to the lists, a concise presentation of the history of these patriarchal lines is appropriate. After the Mongol devastation of the fourteenth century, we find the patriarchate of the East in the monastery of Rabban Hormizd, near Alqosh in northern Iraq. We do not know much about this patriarchate, only that in 1497, Shimun IV Basidi was the first to be buried in Rabban Hormizd and that he presumably started the hereditary succession in his family, which later was to become known as the Bar Mama or Abuna family. In the middle of the sixteenth century, opposition to the patriarchate of Rabban Hormizd resulted in the counterpatriarchate of Yukhannan Sulaqa, who acquired papal recognition in 1553. Up till Shimun IX (1579 -1600 , this line was officially in union with Rome, but Shimun IX's successors were less successful in acquiring this recognition. Around 1700, this line seems to have disconnected itself from Rome completely. By that time, missionary influence had led to a new Uniat line in Diyarbakir (Amida). Its first patriarch took the name of Yosep (1681-96) . The patriarchs of Rabban Hormizd repeatedly tried to establish closer links with Rome, but only in the early nineteenth century did this lead to Roman Catholic recognition of its last patriarch, Yukhannan Hormizd. In 1830, after Yosep V Augustin Hindi of Diyarbakir had died, this Yukhannan Hormizd became the sole Uniate, i.e. Chaldean, patriarch "of Babylon." 6 Here lies the origin of the present Chaldean patriarchate of Babylon, which now has its see in Baghdad. The late successors of Sulaqa, who around 1600 discontinued their connection with Rome, re-introduced hereditary succession in the Shimun-line. The patriarchate of the present-day Assyrian Church of the East, with its see in Chicago (Illinois, USA), forms the continuation of this line. Upon the election of the present patriarch, Mar Dinkha IV, in 1976, hereditary succession was abandoned once again. For completeness' sake, I have added the names and dates of the patriarchs up to the present day, without further critical evaluation or references to manuscripts. [4] An important aspect of the history of these various patriarchal lines is formed by the geographical distribution of the areas of their jurisdiction in the course of time. I have added three maps displaying the changing regions of jurisdiction of the two or three patriarchates: Map A: 1553-90, Map B: 1590-1660, and Map C: 1660-1800. Anyone studying the present contribution will understand that an exact description of these patriarchal regions is impossible to make. I, therefore, assigned two shades of the same color to every patriarchate: the darker one for the area (usually a single location) for which sound manuscript evidence exists (referred to in the text), the lighter shade for the surrounding areas that can be assumed, on the basis of circumstantial evidence, to have formed part of the region of that particular patriarchate. Note further that from 1760 onwards, Catholicism is making its way into the region of the patriarchs of the Abuna family. This is not indicated in map C, since usually these "Catholic" mss. claim adherence to the Abuna family. 7 [5] All entries, if possible, contain the following items:
Name and "number" of the patriarch, followed by the dates of his patriarchate. My enumeration follows that of Lampart 1966, and differs from Tisserant and Fiey as to the numbering of the Eliya line. The latter assume two different Eliyas during the reign of Eliya VI (1558-91). Note that this numbering differs in a 6 For the designation "patriarchate of Babylon," see De Vries 1960: 46 and Lampart 1966: 48-9 . Both argue that in this period "Babylon" does not necessarily refer to a patriarchal see in the city of Baghdad. 7 Fiey 1965 and 1977 , Sanders 1978 , as well as the maps in Wilmshurst's unpublished thesis (1998), helped me in locating most of the towns and villages mentioned in the manuscript colophons. number of cases from the traditional numbering within the Assyrian Church of the East (cf. Coakley, "patriarchal list"). Place of residence: in many cases only a single reference is found. A name here indicates that the patriarch lived there for at least a certain period. This does not exclude the possibility of other places of residence. Roman Catholic connections: indications concerning correspondence with Rome, contacts with RC missionaries, or an official recognition by the Pope. For further information on this subject, see Giamil 1902 , Tisserant 1931 , Beltrami 1933 , and Lampart 1966 . Burial place, mainly based on Vosté 1930a. Natar kursi (designated successor). Note that the name of the natar kursi is not always identical to the name of the following patriarch. There are various reasons for this: the patriarch might have designated another natar kursi after the first one died or fell out of grace, or the natar kursi is known only by the traditional name of his episcopal see, a name which usually was not kept on becoming patriarch. Usually the natar kursi was a nephew of the patriarch, sometimes a younger brother. Manuscript attestations: references to ms. colophons in which a patriarch is mentioned are given here. The number of attestations is rather uneven. During the time of some patriarchs many mss. were written and have been preserved, whereas other periods have yielded almost nothing. Note further that most references in colophons are to a patriarch "Eliya" or "Shimun," without further designations. Such attestations can be linked to a certain patriarch only by the date of the manuscript.
[6]
In case of scholarly disagreements concerning the history of certain patriarchs, the present discussion will be summarized in a smaller type. References to a few relevant studies on individual patriarchs can be found here as well, but a full bibliography on patriarchal succession in this period is beyond the scope of the present article. [7] As to the transcription of Syriac names: a purely scholarly transcription is almost impossible due to the constraints of internet type founding, and also would do no justice to the considerable differences between the scholarly transcription of Classical Syriac and the pronunciation of Syriac (both Classical and Modern) in the period under discussion. On the other hand, a purely phonetic rendering would make some names hardly recognizable to the scholar used to traditional transcriptions. Therefore I adopted a middle road between these two extremes, using Anglicized renderings of modern Syriac pronunciation, making use as much as possible of traditional transcription standards. Tisserant (1931: 228) and Lampart (1966: 51-2) also mention this decree, the latter basing himself on Giamil (1902: 544) . However, none of these authors seems to have a written source for this assumption. Wilmshurst (1998: 165) notes that the date of Shimun's rise to the patriarchate is uncertain, and that he might have been in office as early as in 1429/30, when a patriarch Shimun is referred to in Paris 184. This would make for an exceptionally long reign of sixty-eight years.
PATRIARCHATE
Shimun's epitaph (Vosté 1930a: 283-4) suggests that it was written by a Mar Khnanishu. This Khnanishu might have succeeded Eliya as natar kursi before Shimun IV died, and subsequently have become Shimun V, but he might also have been installed as natar kursi after Shimun IV's death. Then he should be considered as Simun V's natar kursi (so Wilmshurst 1998: 87 While these two references both testify to the fact that a patriarch Shimun died in 1502 in the Gazarta area and was succeeded by Eliya, the first source creates ambiguity as to the length of his predecessor's reign. The story suggests that the patriarch whom the Syrians of India met in 1489/90 was the same as the one who died in 1501/2. However, the death of Shimun IV in 1497 is attested to by a funeral inscription in Rabban Hormizd, and therefore he cannot have been the Shimun the Indian Syrians met in 1501/2. Although one might consider the possibility that an otherwise unattested counter-patriarchate existed in Gazarta, which opposed the patriarchate in Rabban Hormizd, I propose another solution. The History tells that the second visit took place only a "short time" (zabna qallil) after the first. When one takes into account the time needed for travel in these days, "a short time" might perhaps refer to a few years, but is unlikely to denote the more than ten years that elapsed between the first and second visit. I suggest therefore that the date of the first visit needs emendation. The easiest solution might be to read "1811" (1499/1500), rather than "1801." [10] Eliya V, 1502-4 Burial place: Tombstone in Rabban Hormizd, was in office for twenty-three years (Vosté 1930a: 294-6 In line with Tisserant (1931: 256) , I take the two letters that were edited by Babakhan (Babakhan 1900), as letters by Eliya XII, rather than by Eliya XI, as Babakhan's introduction seems to suggest. The main difficulty for my suggestion is the fact that in the second letter, to Mar Shimun [XV] of Qodshanis, a synod is mentioned that was convened by the author, the patriarch of the East, and attended to, a.o., by his natar kursi Ishuyau. This would imply that Eliya XII Ishuyau installed a natar kursi Ishuyau immediately after his rise to the patriarchate. Other elements of these letters, such as the date of October 1779 and a reference to his predecessor who wrote to Rome in 1756, strongly suggest that the author is indeed Eliya XII. When written by Eliya XII, both letters testify to his wish to re-establish contact with Rome, perhaps in reaction to Yukhannan Hormizd's conversion to Catholicism following the death of Eliya XI. Wilmshurst (1998: 88) Yukhannan Hormizd wrote his autobiography in Classical Syriac (Cambridge Add. 2919, c. 1830, incomplete), and this text was translated by the Anglican missionary George Percy Badger and published in Badger 1852, 1:150-60. Interesting as this account is, it is also a highly polemical account, the data of which need to be treated with care. This part of his autobiography (Badger's translation is incomplete) covers the period up to 1795, when Yukhannan's main opponent was Eliya XII. In later years, after Gabriel Danbo had re-established a monastic order in Rabban Hormizd, Yukhannan Hormizd had to face opposition from this side, especially since the monks accepted the Chaldean Yosep V in Diyarbakir as their patriarch (cf. Bello 1939). The rest of Yukhannan Hormizd's story is told by Badger himself, and it is somewhat difficult to reconcile his elaborate version with the data in other sources, especially since he hardly gives any dates. He mentions Yukhannan's official recognition by Rome "as supreme head over all the Chaldeans" (Badger 1852, 1:164), which event perhaps should be equated to the recognition dated to 1830 by Tfinkdji and others, but Badger also refers to Yukhannan receiving the pallium in Baghdad, "little more than a year before his death, which took place in that city, A.D. 1841" (Badger 1852, 1:167) . According to all other sources (which seem to base themselves on Giamil), Yukhannan Hormizd died in 1838.
Kawerau (1955-6: 128-9) tentatively suggests the existence of a later patriarch Eliya (Eliya XIV, in his counting), who is attested to in writings of American missionaries around 1831. However, De Vries (1960) convincingly shows that it is rather unlikely that such a patriarch existed. The missionaries might have met with a metropolitan Eliya, whereas other information on "Patriarch Eliya" might in fact refer to Yukhannan Hormizd, who apparently used the name Eliya (cf. Badger 1852, 1:150, and the ms. colophons mentioned above). Whether Sulaqa did indeed use the name Yukhannan is not certain. It is found in Audishu IV's poem on Sulaqa and in an unclear reference by Eliya Asmar Habib (Vosté 1931 , Habbi 1966 . In the same source, Audishu refers to Bet Qoqa (Baquqa) as Sulaqa's monastery. All other sources mention Rabban Hormizd (cf. Fiey 1965: 156) . Note further that in Arabic, Sulaqa's name is rendered as Su c ud, whereas after his consecration in Rome Sulaqa was officially called Shimun VIII, patriarch of Mosul (Habbi 1966 : 104-5, Lampart 1966 There is some uncertainty as to the date of Audishu's death. Lampart (1966: 57-8) suggests that Audishu died in 1567. He bases himself on Beltrami (1933: 66, 199-203) , who quotes a letter by Eliya [Asmar Habib] of 1581, telling us that Audishu died after reigning for twelve years, "al fine di dodici anni del suo patriarchato morse nel monasterio di S. Giacomo in Scerte." Tisserant (1931: 263) sets his death "early 1571," probably basing himself on Diar. 60 (Mar Petyon 1571), whose copyist refers to patriarch Audisho, "qui vient de mourir" when he completed the ms. 11 May 1571 (1882). Baumstark (1922: 333) gives a precise date of Audishu's death: 11 September 1570. The source for his date must be Mosul 63. This otherwise undated ms. contains a note stating that Audishu died 11 Sept. 1881 AG, thus 1570 AD. Given the fact that Audishu himself completed a manuscript October 20, 1569 (Seert 15, Mar Yaqub Khbhisha) and that therefore Lampart's interpretation of the twelve years of Audishu's reign does not hold, the precise date of Mosul 63 seems most likely. This date suggests that Eliya, in the letter as quoted in Beltrami perhaps counted Audishu's reign from a starting point somewhere in 1558. This covers the early period of Audishu's visit to Rome searching for papal recognition (1559-62), but not his formal recognition that took place only in 1562 (Lampart 1966: 57) .
PATRIARCHATE OF MAR YAQUB
Assuming that Audishu's death in 1570 is sufficiently established, another ms. from this period presents a problem: Mardin 37 (Mar Petyon, Oct. 1568), was written during the time of a patriarch Shimun with a natar kursi Mar Eliya and a Mar Eliya metropolitan of Amida. No Mar Shimun with a natar kursi Eliya is known to have been in office in 1568 (Shimun VII Bar Mama died in 1558). The copyist of this ms, Mar Khnanishu, metropolitan of Mardin, in most of his other mss. (1565-72) does not acknowledge any patriarch, whereas in a ms. of 1564 he acknowledges Mar Audishu, with rather elaborate praises. Wilmshurst (1998: 35) , suggests that this bishop converted to Roman Catholicism in the early days of his career and remained loyal to Audishu and his successor YauAlaha Shimun.
[ In current patriarchal lists, the patriarchal see is said to have been vacant after Audishu. Yau-Alaha, who had been consecrated bishop by Audishu, supposedly acted as administrator ad interim until his consecration as patriarch in 1572 (Lampart 1966: 58) . However, two mss. refer to a Mar Shimun being in office in 1572 and 1574 (see above), whereas Wilmshurst ascribes two further mss. to a patriarch Shimun in this period (Wilmshurst 1998: 14) . The second of these (Karam 331, in the Ashurbanipal Library, Chicago) is dated to 1576. This Shimun might either be a patriarch who never officially was recognized among a larger part of the Chaldeans, or might in fact be Yau-Alaha himself, who seemed to have used the name Shimun (cf. Beltrami 1933: 200 , referring to a letter of 1581: "patriarcha Mar Aath Alla Simone," and also Wilmshurst 1998: 14) . A third possibility is that these mss. refer to Shimun IX, who succeeded Yau-Alaha in 1579, and perhaps, although there is no further evidence for this, opposed Yau-Alaha during his interim years. The traditional list L2 in Coakley's "Patriarchal list" refers to a patriarch Shimun Yau-Alaha, in office from 1558 to 1580. This reference, although the dates are obviously wrong, might support the identification of Shimun with Yau-Alaha.
[24]
Yau-Alaha Shimun (Aath Alla), 1577-79/80 {MAP A} Not much is known about this patriarch, and the various sources contradict each other at some points. Tfinkdji (1914: 457) , basing himself on Giamil, mentions that Yau-Alaha was consecrated bishop in 1556 (a date not found in any other source), and that he was elected patriarch right after Audishu's death in 1567. As Audishu probably died only in 1570, it is likely that Tfinkdji and Giamil did not have any independent sources for this date. Lampart (1966: 58) and Beltrami (1933: 64-8) think that he was elected in 1577, after having served as administrator ad interim. Tisserant (1933: 230) gives 1578 as the date of his election and 1580 as the date of this death, whereas Lampart and Beltrami place his death in 1579. Wilmshurst (1998: 14) places his death in 1580.
[25]
Shimun IX Denkha, 1580-1600 {MAP B} A letter by Shimun X to the Pope (Doc. I, July 1619, Lampart 1966: 229), mentions as his place of residence: "Cananes terra di Zacharia Abach Prencipe de Curdi." Lampart (1966: 61) identifies "Cananes" with Qodshanis, but a nineteenth-century quotation in Coakley (1992: 258) makes clear that Khananis is a different village, about 10 kilometers south of Qodshanis (see also his map, p. 8-9). This is confirmed by the spelling Xananis in Mingana 148 (Nerwa 1613). Unfortunately no patriarch is mentioned in this colophon.
Note that so far Seert 34 is the only ms. mentioning a natar kursi in the Shimun line. All following Shimuns must have consecrated natar kursis, but these are not mentioned in the mss. The colophon of this ms. mentions two patriarchs: Mar Shimun and Mar Eliya, which perhaps reflects a period of good relationships between the two lines.
According to Wilmshurst (1998: 168) it was this patriarch that reverted to the "old faith." Wilmshurst (1998: 131) further mentions that this patriarch at some times is "associated with" the monastery of Mar Yukhannan in Salmas, alongside his usual residence in Qodshanis.
Coakley, "Eliya of Alqosh," has different dates for the patriarchs of this line. For Shimun X, the dates are 1600-1639. As we have hardly any independent evidence for the dates in the lists of Tisserant, Tfinkdji, and Fiey, Eliya's list might be as reliable as any other.
[27]
Shimun XI, 1638-56 {MAP B} These four mss. all mention Mar Shimun, metropolitan of Amida, and of the first three we know that they were written in Amida. This might indicate that Diar. 32 was indeed written during the time of Shimun XI, rather than Shimun X, but since we do not know when the latter died, there is no absolute certainty. This Shimun of Amida played an important role in Shimun's connections to Rome, but in 1649 his conversion to Catholicism was no longer thought sincere (Lampart 1966: 231-2 (Vosté 1930a: 272-3) .
He was appointed administrator in 1781, at that time having received only priestly orders. He became bishop of Diyarbakir in 1804, functioned as patriarch of the Chaldeans, especially of those of the more western areas, but was never fully recognized by Rome, due to the strong opposition by Yukhannan Hormizd. He was recognized, however, by the monks of Rabban Hormizd. Yosep V died in 1828 (Kawerau 1955 : 122-7 and Bello 1939 
